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CORRESPONDENCE. 

The Dialogue of Tacitus Once More. 

A Rejoinder. 

To the Editor of the American Journal of Philology. 

Sir : You have been singularly generous in allotting so much 
space in years gone by to the present writer's work on the 
' aureus libellus ' of Tacitus. I should, therefore, have hesitated 
long before claiming still more, were it not that the first number 
of the current volume contained an attack on a recent contribution 
of mine which, if left unanswered, might imply my acquiescence 
in its justification. I shall be as brief as possible, presuming 
in the reader an acquaintance with the original paper and Prin- 
cipal Peterson's criticism. 1 

Before proceeding to examine my opponent's objections it is 
only fair to state that, since the publication of the article in 
Classical Philology, I have twice repeated the laborious measure- 
ment of the Agricola quaternion. The result, while it differed 
slightly from my former calculation, still approximated to it so 
closely that the conclusion drawn by me was in no way invali- 
dated. The final revised figures will be given in the new edition 
of my Dialogus now passing through the Teubner press. 

i. Dr. Peterson maintains that a calculation based on aver- 
ages — they are based, by the way, on the measurement of 960 
half-lines — constitutes a 'slender foundation for a process claim- 
ing arithmetical exactitude ', and he then cheerily proceeds for 
the next four pages to deal in averages of his own which ex hy- 
pothesi ought, therefore, to possess but little validity ! It is the 
same old story, ' dum duo idem faciunt, non est idem '. As a 
matter of fact, I never claimed mathematical infallibility for the 
averages in question and I should not be worried in the least, if 
still another revision revealed an excess or lack of a few lines, 

1 For this reason I shall merely note in passing that the rectification of 
Sabbadini's arithmetical slip in calculating the extent of the large lacuna, 
the observation regarding the discrepancy between the 'sex folia' of Decem- 
brio and the ' sex paginae (pagellae)' of the MSS. and the significance of cer- 
tain variants taken by Decembrio from the archetype were one and all 
pointed out for the first time and discussed in my article, a trifling circum- 
stance which Dr. Peterson apparently forgot to mention in again dealing with 
the self-same topics. Cp. especially p. 12 ' Students of the text of the Dia- 
logus will note ', etc.; p. 13, ' It is easy to calculate that the lacuna amounts 
to 4/15'. 
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for, as I was careful to state, we cannot fix the precise proportion 
of unequal lines in the Dialogue archetype. It is quite sufficient 
in matters of this kind to attain to a reasonably close approxima- 
tion, that will methodically justify an inlerence. 

2. The extant written portion of the archetype does not yield, 
we are told, the same measurements as Annibaldi's diplomatic 
reproduction. Of course, it doesn't. But for the purpose of spa- 
cial comparisons only a printed text is available and its use is 
justified, because the lines are retained, they not being printed 
continuously. In fact, Dr. Peterson himself has also operated 
with the printed, not with the written text. 

3. But even supposing I had satisfactorily accounted for the 
four pages up to the juncture, where a second lacuna is postulated 
on internal grounds, Dr. Peterson contends that my 'arithmet- 
ical processes are found completely to collapse ' for the one page 
or half folio still left according to the statement of Decembrio 
(folia duo cum dimidio). According to Peterson's own ' estimate ', 
the text from c. 36 to the end took up at least three folios. Now, 
as we must assume, what Peterson himself admits, Decembrio 'to 
have been correct ', it necessarily follows, one should suppose, that 
there must be something wrong about that ' estimate '. But so far 
from drawing this only logical conclusion, Dr. Peterson, after 
proposing one explanation only to reject it at once, argues at 
length that the entire Dialogus was written by an entirely dif- 
ferent scribe from the one who had penned the original, still ex- 
tant quaternion, but identical with the one who had written the 
closing portions of the Agricola. It was a finer script and there 
were more lines to a page. This hypothesis is based upon an 
alleged discovery of Annibaldi, who believed he recognized in a 
page of the original, which had been erased to make way for the 
Germania text, clear traces of the above mentioned characteris- 
tics. But the correctness of this view is open to very serious ob- 
jections, as may be shown by the very first folio of the Agricola 
which Guarnieri added to the archetype torso. For the recto ot 
only 28 lines contains no fewer than 345 cm., while the verso 
takes up but 302.9 cm., with 89 abbreviations of all kinds on the 
recto to 40 compendia, all of a very simple nature, on the verso. 
By parity of reasoning, therefore, we should be compelled to 
assume two scribes for this one folio — a palpable reductio ad 
absurdum. Dr. Peterson has simply conjured up a very serious 
difficulty which is purely imaginary, in order to explain it by an 
intrinsically improbable hypothesis. But not content with 
this, he caps the climax with another assumption, for which 
there is not a shred of evidence or a shadow of plausibility. ' Is 
it conceivable ', he asks,' that the Hersfeld codex was composite, 
consisting of two portions, one written in the 10th and the other 
in the 13th century '? 'An affirmative answer would make the 
transmission of the Dialogus, under the name of Tacitus, a 
greater mystery than ever'. It certainly would, and it is not 
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•conceivable', why one should resort to such an explanation, so 
long as there isn't any mystery at all about the codex Hersfeld- 
ensis at present, even though we may never learn just how its 
various parts were so lamentably rent asunder and scattered. 
' It would probably have to imply that a copyist in the 13th century 
added two folia to complete the text of a 10th century MS. ol 
the Agricola and then went on to transcribe the Dialogus and 
the Suetonius from some unknown original'. Surely conjec- 
tural fancy can reach no higher flight than this and it is discon- 
certing to be brought down to terra firma again by being told 
' It must suffice to state the conundrum without any further at- 
tempt to answer it '. Doubtless it would take a davfiaatwraros 
XvTiKor to do so successfully. 

I feel convinced that Dr. Peterson's labyrinthian structure is 
built on quicksands. If the closing page of the Dialogus must 
have been more closely written than the preceding two folios, in 
order to vindicate the quite unimpeachable testimony of Decem- 
brio, there is nothing to prevent us from simply conceding this 
to have been actually the case. For it would be the most natural 
and sensible thing in the world, that a scribe, coming to the end 
of an entire treatise, should all but inevitably desire to include 
what was still left on the recto or verso of a folio. But to ac- 
complish this, he would often be compelled to write more closely 
and even to add a few more lines if possible. If this process was 
adopted in the case of the Dialogus, all real and fancied difficul- 
ties vanish without creating new insoluble ones, such as postu- 
lating two different, non-contemporaneous scribes, with different 
styles of writing for a MS. of such relatively small bulk as the 
codex Hersfeldensis must have had. 

Dr. Peterson styles Decembrio ' a careful observer ' and he 
very justly says that the present tense in ' post hec deficiunt sex 
folia' points to personal observation. Under these circumstances 
it requires considerable courage to state, that in the determina- 
tion of the great lacuna ' no certain result has as yet been reached ' 
(p. 3), while convinced that ' it is easy to calculate, that the la- 
cuna amounts to 4/15 of the whole treatise, or rather more than 
one-fourth ' (p. 3). But the secret of Dr. Peterson's reluctance 
to accept this admittedly certain calculation is, that it is absolutely 
fatal to his cherished belief that c. 36-41 inclusive were spoken 
uno tenore by Maternus, even if we wholly disregard the inter- 
nal reasons 1 which make this assumption impossible. For if 

1 These have been more fully set forth and strengthened in my new edi- 
tion and I shall only state here that Dr. Peterson goes quite astray in citing 
' ut subinde admoneo' as a proof that Maternus is the speaker throughout and 
thereby shows himself conscious of indulging in redundancies. Those words, 
on the contrary, if they prove anything, show how absurd it would be for 
Maternus, after reminding his hearers twice of the main theme at issue, to do 
so a third time in c.40 (non de otiosa re, etc.). What obtuse and inattentive 
listeners he must have had ! 
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there be anything incontrovertibly certain, it is, that Secundus 
took a prominent part in the debate — Tacitus tells us so himself 
twice (c. 1 cum singuli . . . causas adferrent and c. 16) — and that 
the lacuna contained a discussion of the historical development 
of Greek eloquence (c. 36 eadem ratio in nostra quoque civitate 
antiquorum eloquentiam provexit). But if so, then in Dr. Peter- 
son's view, these six folia must have comprised the close of 
Messalla's speech, the usual interloquium, an entire speech of 
Secundus, whose contents, by the way, would be extremely 
problematical, and finally that part of Maternus' closing speech 
which dealt with Greek orators. Even that mythical second 
scribe with his alleged ' finer and closer script ' would have been 
sorely puzzled to crowd so much matter within the given com- 
pass. 

There are other items in Principal Peterson's paper to which 
I must take exception, but as they have no bearing upon the 
questions dealt with in my article, their discussion may well be 
omitted here. 

To conclude, however, with a pleasanter note, there is one 
point in which I find myself in full accord with my critic, as will 
be seen from my treatment of these questions in my Prolego- 
mena. It is the observation, that the archetype was virtually 
free from all the less common compendia and that the MS. errors 
directly traceable to these were, therefore, due to abbreviations 
in the apographa and I only differ from Dr. Peterson in including 
not only X, but also Y and in disregarding an intervening inde- 
pendent archetype of the 13th century. The compendia in the 
15th century copy of Guarnieri show, that we need not postulate 
a still earlier source to account for their prevalence. 

Alfred Gudeman. 

Munich. 



